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Filed: December 1, 2003

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, ADDRESS AND OCCUPATION.

My nameis BarbaraR. Alexander. | use abusinesstitle of Consumer Affairs Consultant. My
address is 83 Wedgewood Dr., Winthrop, ME 04364. | appear in this case as awitness on
behdf of the New Jersey Division of the Ratepayer Advocate (Ratepayer Advocate).

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONSFOR YOUR
TESTIMONY IN THISPROCEEDING.

| opened my consulting practicein March 1996, after nearly ten years as the Director of the
Consumer Assistance Divigon of the Maine Public Utilities Commission. While there, | testified as
an expert witness on consumer protection, customer service and low-income issues in rate cases
and other investigations before the Commission. My current consulting practice is directed to
consumer protection, customer service, and low-income issues associated with the regulation of
public utilities and the move to retail competition. My recent clients include the Pennsylvania
Office of Consumer Advocate, New Jersey Divison of Ratepayer Advocate, Maine Office of
Public Advocate, Texas Public Utility Commisson, West Virginia Office of Consumer Advocate,
AARP, and the Nationa Center for Appropriate Technology. Among my publications are; Retall

Electric Competition: A Blueprint for Consumer Protection, (U.S. Department of Energy, Office of

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, October, 1998), “How to Construct a Service Quality

Index in Performance Based Ratemaking,” The Electricity Journd, April, 1996, and “The

Available on the Internet: http://www.eren.doe.gov/electricity _restructuring.
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Trangtion to Loca Teecommunications Competition: A New Chdlenge for Consumer Protection”
(Public Counsdl Section, Washington Attorney Generd, October, 1997). My most recent
publication explores how states have implemented Default Service policies to accompany the
move to retail dectric competition, “Default Service for Retail Electric Competition: Can
Resdentia and Low-Income Customers be Protected When the Experiment Goes Awry?” (April
2002).

| have assisted the Ratepayer Advocate in its participation in restructuring activities
concerning both dectricity and naturd gas since 1997. | submitted testimony on behdf of the
Ratepayer Advocate in dl the eectric utility restructuring proceedings on consumer education,
customer protection, and Code of Conduct issues. | submitted testimony on behalf of the
Ratepayer Advocate on dl the natural gas restructuring proceedings on these same issues. Most
recently, | filed testimony on behdf of the Divison of Ratepayer Advocate on the proposed merger
of FirstEnergy and GPU Energy (Jersey Centra Power and Light Co.) and the proposed merger
of Conectiv with Potomac Electric Power Co.

Findly, | filed testimony on behdf of the Ratepayer Advocate in the Joint Petition of New
Jersey-American Water Co. and Thames Water Aqua Holdings GmbH for Approva of a Change
in Control of New Jersey-American Water Co. (BPU Docket No. WM01120833) in 2002. My
testimony addressed service qudlity, customer service, and universal service issues associated with
the proposed change in control.

| am dso an attorney, and a graduate of the Univerdity of Michigan (1968) and the

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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Univeraty of Maine School of Law (1976).
My resume is atached as Exhibit BA-1.
WHAT ISTHE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THISPROCEEDING?
The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the base rate case filing made by Elizabethtown
Water Co. (“EWC”) and Mt. Holly Water Co. (“Mt. Holly”). EWC seeks arate increase of
$18.4 million, an 11.6% increase for the bills of an average customer using 21,000 galons per
quarter. Mt. Holly seeks a 27.82% increase in revenues, resulting in an increase in 29.2% for
resdentid customers using an average of 21,000 gallons per quarter. | will addressissuesrelating
to the provison of adequate and safe customer service qudity for both water utilities, aswell as
thelr implementation of certain promises with respect to service quality and low-income issues it
agreed to in the Stipulation that resolved the recent gpprova of the change in control of the
ownership of the parent company of New Jersey-American Water Co., EWC and Mt. Holly. |
am addressing these issues in one piece of testimony for both EWC and Mt. Holly because severd
aspects of these issues reflect combined management operations. However, my testimony will be
filed separately in both dockets.
PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.
My key conclusonsand recommendations are as follows:
A. CUSTOMERSOF EWC AND MT.HOLLY HAVE NOT SEEN ANY BENEFITS
FROM THE CHANGE IN CONTROL WITH RESPECT TO CUSTOMER

SERVICE PERFORMANCE.

The Joint Petitioners and its parent promised that the Change of Control authorized by the Board
in 2002 in Docket No. WM 01120833 would result in improved customer service, more efficient

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
BPU Docket Nos. WR03070509 and WR03070510
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operaions, and that the change in ownership would not result in any degradation of customer
sarvice qudity.

None of the three operating company nor its parent have evaluated the potential customer savings
or synergies that may result from the coordinated management and oversight of the three New
Jersey water utilities. Asaresult, EWC and Mt. Holly customers are being asked to pay higher
rates without any of the benefits that may result from efficiencies associated with customer service,
billing, call center operation, credit and collection, and complaint handling.

Y our Honor and the Board should not ignore the company’ s failure to identify cost savings and
synergiesthat are likely to flow from an integrated operation of the three operating companies for
customer service, credit and collection, the cdl center, billing, and complaint handling. There are
severa reasonable approaches that Y our Honor and the Board should consider, including an
imputation of an amount of savings that would reduce the pending rate increase to reflect a proxy
for the cost savings and synergies, such as an amount equal to 1% of the company’s 2002
operation and maintenance expenses. This would reduce the EWC rate request by $609,000 and
the Mt. Holly rate request by $20,000. Alternatively, Y our Honor and the Board may want to
reduce EWC's and Mt. Hally’ s authorized rate of return on equity for atime until the company has
in fact followed through on the promises made in the Change in Control docket, smilar to how the
Board recently handled afailure to provide adequate and rdliability service by Jersey Centra
Power and Light in the recent base rate case.

B. EWC'SAND MT. HOLLY’SCURRENT SERVICE QUALITY
PERFORMANCE

EWC is subject to a service qudity performance plan, with performance targets and
predetermined penalties as aresult of its prior base rate case. For the most part, the service
qudity performance data aso reflects performance ddlivered to Mt. Holly’ s customers.

EWC's customer cdl center, which aso serves Mt. Holly’' s customers, failed to meet the required
performance standard in 2002, but has performed within the required standard in 2003, at least
through the 3 Quarter. Other performance standards are being met.

C. PROPOSED SERVICE QUALITY PERFORMANCE PLAN FOR EWC AND
MT.HOLLY

| recommend that Y our Honor and the Board adopt a unified gpproach to the regulation of the
service quaity performance of the three New Jersey operating companies. In generd, the
approach | recommend is Smilar to that aready in effect for EWC and Mt. Holly customers, that
is, the establishment of reporting requirements, performance targets, and predetermined pendties

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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that apply when a company fails to meet its required performance target over a caendar year
period.

| propose that the seven existing performance areas and performance targets remain in place for
EWC and Mt. Holly. My only recommended change from the current program is that the pendty
dollars, incurred as aresult of an annua average performance, should be returned to customersin
the form of a one-time rebate.

D. UNIVERSAL SERVICE PROGRAMS

During the pendency of the litigation involving the Change in Control, NJAW announced thet it had
initiated a low-income ass stance program known as H20 Help to Others. In the Stipulation, the
Joint Petitioners recognized that an “increasing number of resdentia water ans wastewater
customers face sgnificant financiad chalenges that threaten their ability to pay for basic necessities,
including utility services” [Stipulation a p. 28] NJAW committed to continue its exigting low
income assistance program and “further pledge to make the program available to customers of any
other regulated New Jersey utility owned by the Joint Petitioners.” The Joint Petitioners dso
pledged to support the efforts of the Board and the Ratepayer Advocate “to make utility services
affordable for dl customers, including low-income and financidly distressed customers.”

Nether EWC nor Mt. Holly have implemented any low-income bill payment assstance program, a
clear violation of the Change in Control Stipulation.

Because NJAW'’ s current program has been implemented so poorly and has assisted so few
customers, | propose amore robust program should be implemented for al three operating
companies. This program should be targeted to customers with household income & or below
175% of federd poverty guiddines. These customers should then be provided atariffed 15%
discount on the rates for consumption charges. Alternaively, these customers should be exempted
from the monthly service charge.

In order to enrall digible customers promptly, Y our Honor and the Board should require the water
utilities to implement an automatic enrollment program, Smilar to that recently approved by the
Board for Verizon's Lifeline program for reduced loca exchange service and implemented for the
Universd Service Fund program for al low-income eectricity and natural gas customers through
the Department of Human Services. Automatic enrollment should seek to rely on the digibility of
customers who have aready been certified as digible for LIHEAP, Lifeling, TANF, Socid
Security Disability, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and other programs that are targeted to low-income
househol ds whose household income is equa to or less than 175% of federa poverty guiddines.
Under this approach, the utility and the socia service agencies that deliver these programs will
exchange information on the name and address of the digible customers. The utility would then

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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enroll those names and address that match their resdential customer records, notify the customer
of their enrollment in the program, its benefits, and how to decline enrollment if they choose. In the
following month, the discount should be reflected on the customer’ s hill.

EWC and Mt. Holly should be authorized to seek recovery of the “net” program costs associated
with this bill payment assistance program in the rates for dl customers at the company’s next base
rate caze. Alterndively, the company could be authorized to congder the net effect of this
program in the context of its future proposa to formally merge the operations of al Thames-owned
operating companiesin New Jersey.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
BPU Docket Nos. WR03070509 and WR03070510
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CUSTOMER BENEFITSSINCE THE ACQUISITION OF THAMES, THE PARENT
COMPANY OF NJAW, EWC,AND MT.HOLLY, BY RWE
PLEASE DESCRIBE THE PROMISES THAT WERE MADE IN THE APPLICATION FOR
APPROVAL OF THE CHANGE IN CONTROL DOCKET IN 2002.
In their Joint Petition filed in 20022, the Petitioners Sated that “New Jersey-American will continue
its current high-qudity service” and “...will be better positioned to meet future demands and to
ensure that high quality serviceismaintained.” [Joint Petition at 8] The Petitioners stated that one
of the benefits of the transaction was that it would “create opportunities for sharing best operating
practices.” [Joint Petition at 10] Furthermore, the Petitioners pointed out the current ownership of
New Jersey utilities by Thames and stated that the *joint consolidation of Thames and American’s
regulated utilitiesin New Jersey will result in cost reduction” that will benefit customersin New
Jersey inthe long run. [Joint Petition at 12-13] However, the applicants did not seek forma Board
approva of consolidation at that time, but rather reserved the right to submit a separate proceeding
following approva of achangein control. In histestimony in support of the Joint Petition, James
McGivern described the commitment to customer service by NJAW and Thames customer
service performance in the United Kingdom, pointing particularly to the “state of the art” Customer
Service Center operated by AWW in Alton, Illinois and the integration of the customer cal center
and field operations pioneered by Thames. Mr McGivern promised that AWW would “take

advantage of Thames experience to implement asmilar service, thereby improving service and

°Docket No. WM01120833, Joint Petition.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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reducing the time and cost of ddivery.” He stated that both corporations “will continue this
commitment to have agod of enhancing customer service by utilizing the best practices of both
organizations.” [McGivern at 19-20]

HASEITHER EWC ORMT.HOLLY IMPLEMENTED ANY BEST PRACTICESOR
IDENTIFIED ANY SYNERGIES ADOPTED OR IMPLEMENTED WITH RESPECT
TO CUSTOMER SERVICE QUALITY IN THISRATE INCREASE FILING?

No. The Synergy Savings Study relied upon by both EWC and Mt. Hally in this rate case has not
identified best practices or savings with repect to service quality and customer service that might
be achieved as aresult of the integration and joint ownership of New Jersey-American, EWC and
Mt. Holly. Asaresult, cusomers have not seen any benefits from the change in control that was
authorized in 2002. In fact, Mr. Chapman testified that there will be no integration of the customer
service function until 2007 and that the business functions of the three utilities will remain mogtly
separate for the near future.

ARE YOU ABLE TO IDENTIFY CUSTOMER SAVINGSOR IMPROVEMENTS
THAT SHOULD BE ADOPTED OR THAT COULD REDUCE THE PROPOSED
RATE INCREASE?

No, I did not conduct a study or determine the amount of savings or potentia customer impact due
to improved customer service operations, but the three operating companies should have done so.
Asareault of NJAW' sfallure to even look at these potentia synergies, the three companies

operate different billing systems, different calling centers, different cusomer complaint sysems, and

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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different credit and collection systems. It isimproper for the companies to have sought approva
for the change in the control on the grounds that such an action would result in best practices and
synergies for New Jersey water cusomers of dl three utilities and then fail to even evauate or
implement any of these potentid savings or synergies prior to filing for a base rate increase the
following year.

WHAT ISYOUR RECOMMENDATION TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
(ALJ) AND THE BOARD WITH RESPECT TO THE PENDING RATE CASESIN
LIGHT OF THISFAILURE TO IDENTIFY COST SAVINGSAND SYNERGIES?

Y our Honor and the Board should not alow this failure to evauate and identify cost savingsto
pass unnoticed in the context of this request for an increase in customer rates. Y our Honor and the
Board could reasonably adopt a variety of approaches. | propose two alternatives. Firg, Y our
Honor and the Board could impute a reasonable level of savingsin the form of areduction in the
revenue requirement in this rate case and the rate case increase filed by the other two operating
companies. For example, as aproxy for the reasonable levd of savingsthat are likely to flow from
the effect of synergies and combined operations of the customer service function, Y our Honor and
the Board could impose a reduction in the rate increase sought by each of the three water utilities
equal to 1% of the 2002 operations and maintenance expensesincurred by each utility. With
respect to EWC, this would amount to a $680,000 reduction in the pending rate increase based on
its operations and maintenance expenses of $60,925,573 in 2002. With respect to Mt. Holly, this

would represent a $20,000 reduction in the pending rate increase based on its operations and

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
BPU Docket Nos. WR03070509 and WR03070510
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mai ntenance expenses of $1.98 million in 2002. 3

Asan dternative, Y our Honor and the Board could reduce the company’ s return on equity
to reflect a management’ s failure to properly follow through on its promisesin the Changein
Control proceeding, Smilar to the Board' s response to the failure of Jersey Central Power and
Light to provide adequate and rdliable service in its most recent base rate case. Under this
approach, Y our Honor and the Board could hold out the option to restore the reduction in return

on equity once the required andysis and implementation of cost savings and synergies occur.

3Exh. P-2, Schedule 2 for both EWC and Mt. Holly.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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II. RECENT SERVICE QUALITY AND RELIABILITY PERFORMANCE
OF EWC AND MT.HOLLY

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE CURRENT PERFORMANCE STANDARDS AND
REPORTING REQUIREMENTSAPPLICABLE TO EWC AND MT.HOLLY.
The Board conditioned approva of the merger of Elizabethtown Water and Thames by requiring
that the headquarters of the New Jersey water utilities remain in New Jersey, that a Customer
Outreach and Education Program be devel oped and implemented to inform customers about the
transaction, that the NJ utilities file quarterly reports of customer complaints to the Board, and that
quarterly reports of specified qudity of service measurements be reported to the Board. The
sarvice quality reports were to continue for three years, followed by the establishment of basdine
performance levels. Another condition required the New Jersey utilities to maintain aleve of
capital investment and “best operating practices’ to “ensure long-term safe, adequate, and proper
service in compliance with gpplicable regulations and statutes and in accordance with prudent
utility practice™ Following the merger approvd, Elizabethtown Water submitted a base rate
increase filing that also resulted in a Settlement approved by the Board®. This Settlement built
upon the earlier service qudity reporting requirements of the merger proceeding. EWC committed
to implement a Customer Service performance plan with performance targets and agreed to link

rate recovery of the difference between the cost of its new Customer Care System and the cost of

4Conditions (1), (n), and (p), Decision and Order, BPU Docket No. WM99120923, October 10, 2000.

5 In the Matter of the Petition of Elizabethtown Water Co. for Approval of an Increasein Rates for Service,

BPU Docket No. WR01040205, Order Adopting Initial Decision/Settlement, January 23, 2002.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
BPU Docket Nos. WR03070509 and WR03070510

Page 11



©O© 00 N O Ul

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

the service provided by aprevious vendor. EWC agreed to report seven customer service
performance measurements and, based on the achievement of certain performance targets
(established s0 that performance will improve on ayearly basis over a4-year period), will be
subject atotal of $1.35 million at risk of nonrecovery if the performance targets are not met.
. Cdls Answered in 20 seconds

. CdlsNot Answered asa % of dl calsreceived

. Actua meter reads
. Written correspondence replied to within 5 working days

. Customer gppointments met within a four-hour window
. Refund credit balance by check (days)
. Turn-on after recaiving payment for shut-off for non-payment (hours)

| have prepared an Exhibit (BA-2) which sets forth the service qudity performance data

reported to the Board by EWC and which reflects the performance of EWC and Mt. Holly. As
reflected in the Stipulation adopted in the prior rate case, EWC and Mt. Holly are subject to
basdline performance standards that gradually require improvement over the 4 yearsin which these
reporting requirements are in effect. My exhibit shows performance in 2001 (for which no
pendties werein effect and which reflected a dightly different list of performance areas), 2002,
and 2003 (through the 3 Quarter).
DO YOU HAVE COMMENTSON THE SERVICE QUALITY PERFORMANCE OF
EWC AND MT.HOLLY?

Asindicated in my Exhibit BA-2, EWC and Mt. Holly met dl of the 2002 performance targets,
with the exception of the cdl center answering performance. The performance standard required

EWC and Mt. Holly to answer 80% of the customer calls within 20 seconds, but on an annua

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
BPU Docket Nos. WR03070509 and WR03070510
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average only 65% of such cals were answered within that time frame. Performance to date in
2003 shows compliance, but barely so for the call center standard.

PLEASE DISCUSS THE PERFORMANCE OF THE CUSTOMER CALL CENTER
OPERATED BY EWC.

EWC operates acall center located in New Jersey that serves EWC and Mt. Holly customers.
While there were significant problems with the operation of EWC'’s customer caling performance
in prior years (asindicated in 2001 in Exhibit BA-2), performance since that time has shown
Steady improvement, particularly in 2003. Thisisin marked contrast to the customer cal center
performance that | have described in my Direct Testimony filed in the NJAW base rate case.

DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER COMMENTSON THE SERVICE QUALITY
PERFORMANCE DATA REPORTED BY EWC AND MT.HOLLY INTHIS
PROCEEDING?

The sarvice qudity reports that are submitted to the Board contain one deficiency thet |
recommend be corrected. The performance standards in effect for Refund Credit Baance by
Check and Turn-On After Shut-Off for Non-Payment are expressed in Days and Hours,
respectively. However, EWC is reporting this information as a percentage of the events that meet
the applicable performance standard. Rather, EWC should report thisinformation as an average
of Days (for the Refund Credit Baance by Check) and Hours (for Turn-ons followed by Shut-
offs). Thiswill dlow adetermination of whether the sandard is being met. Merely reporting a

percentage of events that meet the slandard does not dlow for a determination of whether the

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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standard has been met on average over the reporting period.

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR OVERALL OPINION OF SSERVICE QUALITY
PERFORMANCE ASREPORTED BY EWC AND THAT IMPACTSEWC AND MT.
HOLLY CUSTOMERS.

In generd, the customer service performance a this call center has not been adequate in
the past, but is showing sgns of improvement in 2003. My overal opinion and recommendations
will be greatly influenced by the 4" Quarter 2003 performance data. | have no comments on other
reporting areas as applicable performance standard gppears to have been met in 2002 and in 2003

to date.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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PROPOSED REGULATORY APPROACH TO ASSURE ADEQUATE CUSTOMER
SERVICE AND SERVICE QUALITY FOR EWC AND MT. HOLLY CUSTOMERS

PLEASE GIVE AN OVERALL SUMMARY OF YOUR RECOMMENDED
APPROACH WITH RESPECT TO HOW SERVICE QUALITY PERFORMANCE
SHOULD BE CONSIDERED IN THE CONTEXT OF THESE REQUESTSFOR RATE
INCREASES.
In generd, | support the approach adopted in EWC' s last base rate case, that is, the establishment
of specific service qudity performance areas, performance targets or standards, and
predetermined pendties for the failure to achieve the performance standards during any cdendar
year. Asaresult, | have made a proposa in the NJAW base rate case to emulate the approach
aready adopted for EWC. Idedlly, dl of the Thames-owned companies should be subject to the
same st of reporting requirements and performance standards. |f the companies are to be subject
to common management, it is not fair for some customers to enjoy a higher leve of service qudity
than others. Furthermore, the Change in Control Stipulation made a commitment that the service
qudity performance of any one company would not degrade.
HOW SHOULD THE ALJ AND THE BOARD ENFORCE THE RESULTING
SERVICE QUALITY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS?
While the EWC performance mechanism contains a potentia pendty for failure to comply with the
annua standards, the implementation of this pendty should be changed. Rather than defer any

resulting pendty to afuture base rate case, Y our Honor and the Board should link the failure to

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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obtain an minimum annud performance level with pre-established pendties that will reduce the
Company’ s revenues for the annua period in question. The dollar amount at risk should reflect a
reasonable percentage of each utility’ s regulated revenues. If any standard is not met, dl
ratepayers should be rembursed for afailure to provide adequate service quality or rdiability of
sarvice. The effect of these ratepayer rembursementsis to reduce the Company’ s revenues, thus
affecting its ahility to earn its authorized rate of return. In the case of Elizabethtown Water, the
dollar amount at risk has been established and | do not propose to dter that decison. However,
any pendty incurred in an annud period should be returned to customersin the form of aone-time
rebate.

HOW SHOULD THE CUSTOMER RESTITUTION AMOUNT BE CALCULATED IN
ANY YEAR IN WHICH THE COMPANY FAILSTO PERFORM AT THE BASELINE
PERFORMANCE STANDARD?

To caculate areasonable, adequate and equitable customer redtitution, | propose, Smilar to the
plan aready applicable to Elizabethtown Water, that a specific dollar amount should be assigned to
each performance area. If annua performance fals beneath the basdine or target, the amount of
revenue assigned to that measure (plus interest) should be returned to customersin the form of a
one-time rebate identified on customer bills as “Pendty for Failure to Achieve Customer Service
Quality Performance Standards.”

HOW SHOULD THE AFFECTED UTILITIESREPORT THE SERVICE QUALITY

RESULTSTO THE BOARD, THE RATEPAYER ADVOCATE, AND OTHER

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
BPU Docket Nos. WR03070509 and WR03070510
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INTERESTED PARTIES?

The Company should report the service quaity performance data quarterly to the Board, the
Ratepayer Advocate, and other interested parties. In addition, an annua report should befiled in
April for the prior cdendar year which provides the monthly performance, the annud average, the
dollar amount of any pendtiesincurred. Thisannua report should be accompanied by either an
independent verification by athird party or an affidavit sgned by a senior officer which attests that
the information is accurate and verifiable.

HOW SHOULD THE COMPANY REPORT THE SERVICE QUALITY
PERFORMANCE RESULTSTO CUSTOMERS?

The affected utilities should report the results of its service quality and rdigbility performanceto its
customers annudly. Thisreport should include afull report on performancein al categories, both
where the Company performed better than the baseline standards and any failures, aswell as any

monetary restitution being returned to customers.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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V. UNIVERSAL SERVICE PROGRAMS
PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CONDITIONSINCLUDED IN THE CHANGE IN
CONTROL STIPULATION CONCERNING LOW-INCOME PROGRAMS.
During the pendency of the litigation involving the Change in Control, NJAW announced thet it had
initiated a low-income ass stance program known as H20 Help to Others. In the Stipulation, the
Joint Petitioners recognized that an “increasing number of resdentia water ans wastewater
customers face Sgnificant financiad chalenges that threaten their ability to pay for basic necessities,
including utility services” [Stipulation a p. 28] NJAW committed to continue its exigting low
income assi stance program and “further pledge to make the program available to customers of any
other regulated New Jersey utility owned by the Joint Petitioners.” The Joint Petitioners dso
pledged to support the efforts of the Board and the Ratepayer Advocate “to make utility services
affordable for dl customers, including low-income and financidly distressed customers.”
DID EWC AND MT.HOLLY PROPERLY IMPLEMENT THISPROVISION OF THE
CHANGE IN CONTROL STIPULATION?
No. Nether company hasimplemented any low-income program since the adoption of the
Stipulation in November 2002.
DO YOU RECOMMEND THAT EWC AND MT.HOLLY IMPLEMENT THE
PROGRAM THAT ISCURRENTLY BEING OPERATED BY NJAW?
No, for thereasons | set forth in my Direct Testimony concerning the NJAW base rate filing, the

H20 Help to Others program should not be the basis for the bill payment assistance provided to

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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low-income customersin the EWC and Mt. Holly service territories.
PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR OBJECTIONSTO THE NJAW LOW-INCOME
PROGRAM .
NJAW has implemented a crigs program Smilar to a“fud fund’ in which it solicits donations from
its customers and then donates a corporation contribution that matches every dollar contributed by
customers. ThisH20 Help to Others program is described as a source of fundsto help “families
and individuas who find it difficult to pay their water bills” Customers are asked to send thelr
contributions to Dollar Energy Fund in Pittsburgh, PA or include a donation with their regular bill
payment every month. The Dollar Energy Fund in Fittsburgh, PA operates the NJAW fund,
accepts gpplications from customers for assstance, and works with an NJAW employee in New
Jersey to decide which customers will receive assstance and in what amount.

| have anumber of concerns with the implementation of this program:
While NJAW has solicited donations from its customers, it has never advertised to its customers
how to apply for assstance for this program and the criteriafor obtaining assistance. In other
words, the only way that customers have evidently found their way into this program is through a
persond referra from aNJAW company representative, presumably at its cal center. This
method of program entry isinherently discriminatory.
Thelocation of Dollar Energy Fund in Fittsburgh, PA is unlikely to stimulate the maximum interest
and donations from New Jersey customers. Furthermore, the fact that customers who seek

assistance mugt cdl the Fund in Pittsburgh (lbeit on atoll free number) isaso abarier to entry.

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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Neither the customer hill nor the disconnection notice inform customers about the existence of this
program.

The dollar amount raised and the dollar amount of assistance provided to NJAW customersis
extremely smdl. Since the program’ sinception in September 2002, only 141 customers have
been provided with a grant, an average of 13 per month. A tota of $30,074 has been provided to

NJAW customers over the 12-month period September 2002-August 2003.

The progran® is designed to respond to a crisis Situation for a customer who has a balance of more
than $100, but an exception may be made for a senior citizen who may have a zero baance as
long asthere is no credit on the account. A customer can receive only one grant per year per
utility for amaximum of $400. Furthermore, gpplicants must have paid a least $50 on their
account in the last 90 days.

WHY ARE THE NEEDS OF LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS OF CONCERN IN THIS

PROCEEDING?

Anincreasein rates will likely have the most adverse impact on low-income customers because
their annua household income is so low and the fact that utilities as awhole comprise avery high
percentage of that household income. Furthermore, low-income customers are likely to seek
access to customer service centers, call centers, payment arrangement options, and trained
customer service representatives more than other resdential customers. When service quaity

declines, a it has recently in NJAW’ s call center, or has performed poorly in the past asat EWC's

Dollar Energy Fund Grant Program Guidelines for NJ American Water Customers, Data Response RAR-SQ-

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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cal center, low-income customers are the most adversdly affected.

HOW DOESNJAW’'SLOW-INCOME PROGRAM COMPARE WITH LOW-
INCOME PROGRAMSOPERATED BY OTHER AMERICAN WATER WORKS
UTILITIES?

There are severad examples of other state or utility programs that provide bill payment assstance to
low income customers. As documented in the Change in Control proceeding, severd American
Water Works subsdiariesin Cdifornia, Illinois, lowa, Kentucky, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and West Virginia provide such assistance. The CdiforniasAmerican Water Co. exempts low-
income customers from the monthly service charge under the Program for Alternative Rates tariff.
The PennsylvaniaAmerican Water Co. provides a 20% rate discount on the prevailing service
charge or minimum bill. In addition to these programs, | am familiar with the Massachusetts Low-
Income Sewer and Water Assstance Program that provides digible low-income households with
bill payment assstance. In FY 1999, 6,592 households were asssted under this program.
Eligibility is keyed to the criteriafor LIHEAP (fuel assstance) and locd Community Action
Program Agencies (CAPs) provide the outreach and intake for this program. Benefit amounts are
capped a 25% of the annua water and sawer bill or amaximum dollar amount.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE LOW-INCOME PROGRAM THAT YOU RECOMMEND
THAT THE ALJ AND THE BOARD ADOPT ASA CONDITION OF ANY RATE
INCREASE IN THISPROCEEDING?

Because NJAW’ s current program has been implemented so poorly and has assisted so few

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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customers, | propose amore robust program that is targeted to customers with household income
a or below 175% of federd poverty guiddines. This program should be available to NJAW,
EWC, and Mt. Holly low-income customers. The program should provide atariffed 15%
discount on the rates for consumption charges. Alternatively, these customers should be exempted
from the monthly service charge. EWC currently charges afixed charge of $16.98 per quarter for
a5/8" meter, but has proposed to increase thisto $18.95 as part of this base rate filing. Mt. Holly
currently charges $15.85 per quarter for a5/8" meter, but has proposed to increase this charge to
$20.26 per quarter. This approach would be similar to that used in Cdifornia. This discount
should be coupled with a commitment to pay the resulting monthly bill on atimey basis (or a
commitment to apply for additiond financid assstance in atimely manner to pay the baance of the
monthly bill).

HOW SHOULD CUSTOMERSBE ENROLLED IN THISPROGRAM?

Customers should be informed of the existence of this program in bill inserts (issued & least semi-
annudly as part of the regular monthly bill) and solicited for digibility when the Company is
contacted in response to disconnection notices or when customers cal the Company to find out
about payment arrangements. In order to enrall eigible customers promptly, Y our Honor and the
Board should require the water utilities to implement an automeatic enrollment program, smilar to
that recently approved by the Board for Verizon's Lifdine program for reduced local exchange
service and implemented for the Universd Service Fund program for dl low-income eectricity and

naturd gas customers through the Department of Human Services. Automatic enrollment should

Direct Testimony of Barbara R. Alexander
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seek to rely on the digibility of customers who have dready been certified as digible for LIHEAP,
Lifdine, TANF, Socid Security Disability, Food Stamps, Medicaid, and other programs that are
targeted to low-income househol ds whose household income is equd to or less than 175% of
federd poverty guiddines. Under this gpproach, the utility and the socid service agencies that
ddiver these programs will exchange information on the name and address of the digible
customers. The utility would then enroll those names and address that match their resdentia
customer records, notify the customer of their enrollment in the program, its benefits, and how to
decline enrollment if they choose. In the following month, the discount should be reflected on the
customer’ s bill.
WHAT WOULD SUCH A PROGRAM COST AND WHO SHOULD BEAR THE
COSTSOF THE DISCOUNTED RATES?
It isdifficult to estimate costs for such a program because EWC and Mt. Holly have not studied
the demographics of its customer population and have not done any andysis of itslow-income
customers or the impact of this proposed rate increase on its customers. However, | do
recommend that the reasonable and prudent net costs of alow-income bill payment assistance
program be included in rates paid by al customers.

The most recently available U.S. Census data for New Jersey indicates that 6.3%
of the State' sfamilies live in poverty (defined asincome at 100% or less of the federd

poverty guiddines)’ and 11.5% of the State’' s population has an income at or below 125%

" U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, Table DP-3 (New Jersey).
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of federal poverty guiddines® While county-level datais not available for the 2000
Census, the extent of poverty by county in New Jersey was most recently estimated in
1998°, showing that the highest incidence of poverty occursin Atlantic County (10.5% of
population), Camden County (12.2%), Cape May County (10.7%), Essex County (16%),
al of which are served by NJAW. Within the Elizabethtown Water service area, Mercer
County has a9.2% rate of poverty, and Union County, 9%.

It would seem reasonable for Y our Honor and the Board to order the affected
utilities to conduct studies to determine the potentia number of digible cusomers (at 175%
of poverty level) and the cost of the proposed rate discount or exemption from the
minimum monthly service charge within 180 days of the Board's order in this proceeding.
A subsequent compliance proceeding should then establish the find structure of the
program, the gpprovd of atariff, financia parameters of the discount program and the
method of including net costs of such aprogram in future base rate cases.
HOW SHOULD EWC AND MT. HOLLY BE REIMBURSED FOR THEIR
ADDITIONAL EXPENSESINCURRED TO IMPLEMENT THE BILL PAYMENT
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM?
Each utility should be authorized to seek recovery of the “net” program costs associated with this

bill payment assistance program in the rates for all customers at the company’ s next base rate case.

8 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, Table 25, Poverty Status by State in 2000.
9 U.S. Census Bureau, County Estimates for People of All Agesin Poverty for New Jersey: 1998.
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Alternatively, the company could be authorized to consider the net effect of this program in the
context of its future proposa to formaly merge the operations of al Thames-owned operating
companiesin New Jersey. By “net” | refer to those program expenses, both program benefits and
incremental adminigtrative cods, that are in excess of savings that the utility will dmost certainly
experiencein its collection costs associated with serving the customers enrolled in the program. |
cannot project those savings, but the Company should be required to monitor the impact of this
program on its collection cogts, including uncollectible expenses, collection activities, including
disconnection of service, and the positive impact on its working capital due to increased customer
payment behavior.

DOESTHISCOMPLETE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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ELIZABETHTOWN WATER CO. AND MT. HOLLY WATER CO.
SERVICE QUALITY PERFORMANCE
Dockets Nos. WR03070509 and WR03070510

Performance Area 1stQ 2001  2ndQ 2001 3rd Q 2001 4th Q 2001 2001 Avg. 1st Q 2002 2nd Q 2002 3rd Q 2002 4th Q 2002 2002 Standards 2002 Avg. 1st Q 2003 2nd Q 2003 3rd Q 2003 2003 Standards
Calls Ans. 20 seconds 80.06% 78.94% 78.00% 78.00% 65.70% 83.00% 85.00%
Abandoned Calls 5.53% 5.07% 3.00% 3.00% 4.06% 2.00%

Actual Meter Reads 86.05% 82.97% 88.00% 87.00% 86.00% 85.00% 87.00%
Written Correspondence < 5 days 78.00% 89.00% 81.00% 82.00% 80.00%
Cust. Appts. Met within 4 Hr Window 100.00%  100.00% 98.00% 99.00% 97.42% 99.00% 85.00%
Refund Credit Balance by Check 72.00% 98.00% 100.00% 8-10 Days 90.00%  100.00% 100.00% 6-8 Days

Turn on After Shut Off for NonPayment 93.00% 98.00% 99.00% 10-12 Hours 96.67%  100.00% 100.00% <6 Hours

Service Renewals On time 88.28% 100.00%
Water quality complaints per 1,000 0.1572 0.136

Performance Standards Year 1-2002 Year2-2003

Calls Ans. 20 seconds 80.00% 85.00%
Abandoned Calls <6% <5%

Actual Meter Reads 85.00% 87.00%
Written Correspondence < 5 days 60.00% 80.00%
Cust. Appts. Met within 4 Hr Window 75.00% 85.00%
Refund Credit Balance by Check 8-10 Days 6-8 Days

Turn on After Shut Off for NonPayment 10-12 Hours <6 Hours

RAR-SQ-2 (EWC and Mt. Holly)
SRR-29 (EWC)

Prepared By:

Barbara R. Alexander
Witness for the Division of the
Ratepayer Advocate

Year 3-2004 Year 4-2005



2003 Avg.
85.67%
1.33%
87.33%
87.25%
99.00%
100.00%
99.33%



BARBARA R. ALEXANDER
Consumer Affairs Consultant

83 Wedgewood Dr.
Winthrop, ME 04364

Voiceand FAX: (207)395-4143
E-mail: bar balex@ctel.net

Recent Clients

AARP

Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate

New Jersey Divison of Ratepayer Advocate

Texas Legd Services Center

Colorado Office of Consumer Counsdl

Texas PUC

Maine Office of Public Advocate

Maine PUC

Oak Ridge Nationa Laboratory, DOE

West Virginia Consumer Advocate Divison

Regulatory Assistance Project

Vickery and Waldner, LLP, Houston, TX [Expert Witness]
Carr, Korein, Tillery, Kunin, Montrov, Cates, Katz & Glass, LLC, S. Louis, MO [Expert Witness|
Shearman-Denenea, L.L.C., New Orleans, LA [Expert Witness]
Rosner, Law, and Mansfield, San Diego, CA [Expert Witness|
Nationd Center for Appropriate Technology

Washington Office of Public Counsdl

Vermont Department of Public Service

D.C. Office of People' s Counsdl

Consumer Energy Council of America

Citizens Utility Board (lllinois)

Areas of Expertise.

Default Service, Consumer Protection, Service Qudlity, and Universal Service policies and programs
associated with the move to competition in the dectric, natura gas, and telecommunications industries.

Policies and programs associated with the regulation of competitive energy and teecommunications
providers



The regulatory policies associated with the development and funding of consumer education programs
to accompany the move to competition for energy and telecommunications services.

Code of Conduct and affiliated interest rules gpplicable to regulated utilities and their affiliates.

Prior Employment

DIRECTOR 1986-96
Consumer Assistance Division
Maine Public Utilities Commission Augusta, Maine

One of five division directors appointed by a three-member regulatory commission and part of commission management
team. Direct supervision of 10 employees, oversight of public utility consumer complaint function, appearance as an expert
witness on customer services, consumer protection, service quality and low income policy issues before the PUC. Chair,
NARUC Staff Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs.

SUPERINTENDENT 1979-83
Bureau of Consumer Credit Protection
Department of Professional and Financial Regulation Augusta, Maine

Director of an independent regulatory agency charged with the implementation of Maine Consumer Credit Code and Truthin
Lending Act. Investigations and audits of financial institutions and retail creditors, enforcement activities, testimony before
Maine Legislature and U.S. Congress.

Education
JURISDOCTOR 1973-76
University of Maine School of Law Portland, Maine

Admitted to the Bar of the State of Maine, September 1976.

B.A. (WITH DISTINCTION) IN POLITICAL SCIENCE 1964-68
University of Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan



Publications and Testimony

“How to Construct a Service Quality Index in Performance-Based Ratemaking”, The Electricity Journal, April, 1996

“The Consumer Protection Agendain the Electric Restructuring Debate”, William A. Spratley & Associates, May, 1996

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Telecommunications Workers Union, Telecom Public Notice 96-8, Price Cap Regulation
and Related Issues, Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, September, 1996. [Analysis of and
recommendations concerning the need to regul ate service quality in move to price cap regulation]

Direct Testimony on behalf of Public Counsel Section, Office of Attorney General, Docket No. UE-960195, Application by
Puget Sound Power and Light Co. And Washington Natural Gas Co. For Approval of Merger), Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission, September, 1996 [Need for and design of a Service Quality Index for both electric and gas
business units as part of amulti-year rate plan]

Consumer Protection Proposals for Retail Electric Competition: Model Legislation and Regulations’, Regulatory Assistance
Project, Gardiner, ME, October, 1996

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board (IL), Docket 96-0178, Illinois Commerce Commission,
CUB v. lllinois Bell Telephone Co., January 22, 1997; July, 1997. [Anaysis of recent service quality performance and
recommendations for changesin current service quality performance plan]

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate, Restructuring Proceedings
before the Pennsylvania PUC: PECO Energy; Pennsylvania Power and Light Co.; GPU Energy; Duquesne Light Co.; West
Penn Power Co., UGI-Electric, Pennsylvania Power Co., Pike County Light and Power Co. (1997 and 1998). [Specific
consumer protection, consumer education and supplier-utility-customer interactions necessary for move to electric
restructuring]

“The Transition to Local Telecommunications Competition: A New Challenge for Consumer Protection”, Public Counsel
Section, Washington Attorney General, October, 1997. [Reprinted in part in NRRI Quarterly Bulletin, Vol. 19, NO.1, Spring,
1998]

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate, Restructuring Proceedings
before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities: Public Service Electric and Gas, Jersey Central (GPU), Rockland Electric Co.,
Atlantic Electric Co.,March-April, 1998. [Phasein and customer enroliment, Code of Conduct, consumer protections
associated with the provision of Provider of Last Resort service]

Oppenheim, Gerald (NCLC) and Alexander, Barbara, Model Electricity Consumer Protection Disclosures, A Report to the
National Council on Competition and the Electric Industry, April, 1998.

Direct and Reply Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, Investigation into Certain Unauthorized
Practices (Slamming and Cramming), Case. No. 8776, before the Maryland Public Service Commission, 1998 and 1999.

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Maryland Office of People's Counsel, Universal Service Issues, Case No. 8745, before the
Maryland Public Service Commission, November 20, 1998.

“Cramming isthe Last Straw: A Proposal to Prevent and Discourage the Use of the Local Telephone Bill to Commit Fraud,”
NRRI Quarterly Bulletin, Fall, 1998.

Alexander, Barbara, Retail Electric Competition: A Blueprint for Consumer Protection, U.S. Department of Energy, Office of
Energy and Renewable Energy, Washington, D.C,, October, 1998. Available at
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http://www.eren.doe.gov/electricity _restructuring.

Alexander, Barbara, “Consumer Protection Issues in Electric Restructuring for Colorado: A Report to the Colorado
Electricity Advisory Panel,” on behalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel, February, 1999.

Testimony on Proposed Interim Rules (Consumer Protection, Customer Enrollment, Code of Conduct, Supplier Licensing) on
behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the New Jersey BPU, May, 1999.

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP, West Virginia PUC Investigation into Retail Electric Competition (consumer
protection, universal service, Code of Conduct), June 15, 1999.

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania OCA, Gas Restructuring proceedings (8 natural gas
utilities): consumer protection; consumer education; code of conduct, before the Pennsylvania PUC, October, 1999-April,
2000.

Comments on Draft Rules addressing slamming and cramming (Docket No. RMU-99-7) on behalf of the lowa Office of
Consumer Advocate, before the lowa Utilities Board, October, 1999.

Alexander, Barbara, “Door to Door Sales of Competitive Energy Services,” LEAP Letter, January-February, 2000 [Wm. A.
Spratley & Associates, Columbus, OH]

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate, Central Maine Power Company Alternative Regulation
Plan [Docket 99-666] on service quality issues, before the Maine PUC, May, 2000.

Direct Testimony on behalf of AARP, Universal Service Programs and Funding of low-income programs for electric and
natural gas service, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. EX000200091, July, 2000.

Comments (on behalf of NASUCA and AARP) on Uniform Business Practices Reports, May and September, 2000.

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania OCA, Verizon-Pennsylvania Structural Separation Plan on service quality,
customer service and consumer protection issues [Docket No. M -00001353] before the Pennsylvania PUC, October, 2000.

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Maine Office of Public Advocate, Verizon-Maine Alternative Form of
Regulation on service quality issues [Docket No. 99-851] before the Maine PUC, January and February, 2001.

Direct and Rebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Citizens Utility Board, Nicor Gas Customer Select Pilot Program, on consumer
protection and regul ation of competitive natural gas suppliers [Docket Nos. 00-0620 and 00-0621] before the Illinois
Commerce Commission, December, 2000 and February, 2001.

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate on consumer protection and
service quality issues associated with the pending merger between GPU Energy and FirstEnergy, before the Pennsylvania
PUC, Docket Nos. A -110300F0095 and A -110400F.0040 (February and March, 2001)

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on consumer protection,
service quality, and universal service issues associated with the pending merger between GPU Energy and FirstEnergy,
before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. EM00110870 (April, 2001).

Alexander, Barbara, “ Default Service: What Should be Done when the Experiment Goes Awry?’, April 2001

Responsive Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on service quality issues associated

with aPlan for Alternative Regulation by Verizon-New Jersey, before the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, Docket No.
T001020095 (May 2001).
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Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate on service quality, consumer
protection, and universal service issues associated with the pending merger between Conectiv and Pepco, before the New
Jersey Board of Public Utilities, BPU Docket No. EM 101050308 (September and November 2001).

Direct Testimony on behalf of the Public Interest Advocacy Centre (and others) on service quality regulation in the context
of price cap rate plans, before the Canadian Radio-Television and Telecommunications Commission, Docket No. CRTC 2001-
37 (August 2001).

Alexander, Barbara, “ Default Service: What Should be Done when the Experiment Goes Awry?’, An Update to the April
2001 paper, October 2001.

Expert Witness Report, Sparksv. AT& T and L ucent Technologies, October 2001 [National class action lawsuit concerning
the leasing of residential telephones]

Expert Witness Report, Brown v. Reliant Energy, November 2001 [Claim of negligence in desth of elderly resident after
disconnection of electric service]

Comments on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate on consumer protection, disclosure, and education
program Guidelines applicable to local exchange telephone competition, before the Pennsylvania PUC, January 2002.

Alexander, Barbara, “Default Service for Retail Electric Competition: Can Residential and Low-Income Customers be
Protected When the Experiment Goes Awry?’ (April 2002) Available at www.ncat.org/liheap/pubs/barbadefaul t3.doc

Comments on behalf of AARP before the California PUC on CARE (low income program) concerning Rapid Deployment,
Rulemaking 01-08-027 (2001 and 2002).

Comments on behalf of Citizens Utility Board before the IIlinois Commerce Commission on Proposed Rule to Allow the Use
of Credit Scoring to Determine When a Deposit May be Required, |CC Docket No. 01-0644, June 24, 2002.

Comments on behalf of Consumer Groups before the Texas PUC on Rulemaking Proceeding to Amend Reguirements for
Provider of Last Resort Service, Docket No. 25360, June 28, 2002.

Direct Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the Board of Public Utilities on Joint
Petition of New Jersey-American Water Co. and Thames Water Aqua Holding for Approval of a Changein Control of New
Jersey-American Water Co., Docket No. WM01120833, July 18, 2002.

Alexander, Barbara, Consumer Education Programs to Accompany the Move to Retail Electric Competition, prepared for the
National Association of State Utility Consumer Advocates (NASUCA), July 2002. Available at www.nasuca.org

Direct Testimony on behalf of New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advocate before the Board of Public Utilities on Petition of
NUI Utilities d/b/a Elizabethtown Gas Co. for Approval of Increased Base Tariff Rates and Charges for Gas Service, Docket
No. GR02040245, September 6, 2002.

Alexander, Barbara, An Analysis of Residential Energy Marketsin Georgia, Massachusetts, Ohio, New Y ork, and Texas,
prepared for the National Energy Affordability and Accessibility Project, National Center for Appropriate Technology,

September 2002. Available at www.ncat.org/neaap

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC
on Philadel phia Gas Works' Gas Restructuring Filing, Docket No. M -00021612, September 2002 and November 2002.
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Direct Testimony on behalf of Consumer Groups before the Texas PUC on Notice and Request of Mutual Energy CPL and
Mutual Energy WTU for Approval of Changesin Ownership and Affiliation, Docket No. 25957, October 15, 2002.

Comments on behalf of the Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate before the Pennsylvania PUC, Advanced Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking for Revision of Chapter 54 Pertaining to Electric Generation Supplier Licensing, Docket No. L-
00020158, March 5, 2003.

Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony on behalf of the New Jersey Division of Ratepayer Advaocate before the New Jersey BPU
on Jersey Central Power & Light’s base rate case proceeding (service quality and reliability of service), Docket No.
ER02080506, ERT02080507, and ER02070417, December 2002 and February 2003.

Alexander, Barbara, “Managing Default Service To Provide Consumer Benefits In Restructured States: Avoiding Short-Term
Price Volatility” (National Center for Appropriate Technology, June 2003). Available at:
http://neaap.ncat.org/experts/defservintro.htm

Comments and Reply Comments on behalf of New Jersey AARP before the New Jersey BPU on Basic Generation Service,
Docket No. EO03050394, August and September 2003.

Presentations and Training Programs:

National Low Income Energy Consortium (NLIEC) Conference

NARUC

NASUCA

State L egislatures. New Jersey, Texas, Kentucky, and Maine

Commissions: Pennsylvania, Georgia, Kentucky, lllinois, New Jersey

DOE-NARUC National Electricity Forum

AIC Conference on Reliahility of Electric Service

Intitute of Public Utilities, MSU (Camp NARUC)

Training Programs for international regulators (Indiaand Brazil) on behalf of Regulatory Assistance Project
Georgia Natural Gas Deregulation Task Force [December 2001]



